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SECTION 1. DESCRIPTION OF THE TKD AND THE RELATED FKDs
This text reports one TKD and its three associated FKDs, all concerning tourism as a sector of economic activity. Fieldwork and the first writing of results was undertaken by Peter Berg Schmidt, while the final report has been drafted by Henrik Halkier, with additional inputs from the Aalborg EURIDITE WP6 team consisting of Pennie Henriksen, Anette Therkelsen, and Line Dahl Olesen.


1.1. Technical, social, and territorial dimensions of the TKD

1.1.1 General description of the TKD and associated economic and social stakes
According to VisitNordjylland, the regional tourism organisation in North Jutland, tourism receipts reached 6.5 billion DKR in the region in 2004, and the sector employs the equivalent of approximately 10,900 full-time workers – 4.4% of the overall employment in the region. The largest markets for North Jutland are – in ranked order – Denmark (domestic tourism), Norway, Germany, and Sweden. Thus the most important markets are from the near vicinity of Denmark. While there has been a positive development in the number of domestic tourists and a moderate increase of Norwegian tourists within the last ten years, the number of overnight stays has fallen approximately 10% in the same period. This is primarily due to a serious decline within the German and Swedish markets (VisitNordjylland.dk 2007). As tourism is considered an important contributor to the economic and rural development of North Jutland, the general decline in overnight stays in the region poses a problem. Accordingly, the public tourism organisations continuously try to develop and improve the tourism products and marketing efforts in collaboration with the other tourism stakeholders in the region.
	Seaside leisure tourism is the most popular form of tourism in North Jutland, but especially the city of Aalborg (the largest city in the region) has strengthened its position as a MICE-destination​[1]​ in recent years (VisitNordjylland.dk 2007; Berg Schmidt and Halkier 2008; Halkier et al. 2008). The region is first and foremost considered to be a tourism destination which offers nature- and culture-related experiences for all family members and good opportunities for relaxation. The seaside with wide beaches, cosy towns, and numerous art galleries and restaurants constitute an important part of the tourism product of North Jutland. Furthermore, Aalborg offers good shopping opportunities, a renowned nightlife, a number of cultural events throughout the year, and facilities for business tourism (VisitNordjylland.dk 2007). The region has a well-developed infrastructure and accommodation capacities in both the coastal areas and in the larger cities. The vast majority of tourists visiting North Jutland travel in small self-organised groups of families and friends, and the role of incoming group travel is limited. There are ferries operating daily between Norway, Sweden, and Denmark; the highway network and the trains secure easy accessibility over land; and daily the airport of Aalborg receives many domestic and some international flights (Hjalager and Jensen 2001).
	North Jutland’s image as a leisure tourism destination is often associated with ocean, beach, natural surroundings, and therefore also with summer holidays as the weather is most allowing during that time. Thus a key challenge for the tourism sector of North Jutland is to expand the season, in order to limit problems concerning bottleneck issues during the high season, and low capacity exploitation, low profitability, and a drastic decrease in tourism employment in the low season. These are some of the reasons why focusing on season expansion – and recently all-year tourism – receives wide-spread support among stakeholders, while at the same time maintaining the popularity of the region among tourists in the summer months, as it cannot be denied that these months provide the foundation of tourism in North Jutland. 
	Tourism in North Jutland is dominated by individual visitors making use of a host of different, mainly small and local, providers of services to create their holiday experience, and like in many other tourist destinations an important role is therefore played by collective destination management organisations (DMOs) and public policies in both the promotion of the destination and the development of new products. These organisations have a strong territorial dimension, with nested layers of local, inter-local, regional, and national organisations with varying degrees of cooperation and/or competition along horizontal and vertical lines (Hall 2008; Halkier in print). In the case of North Jutland four different tiers of publicly sponsored tourism policy bodies are active, as illustrated by Table 1. 

Level	Organisation	Main sponsor	Primary tasks
National	VisitDenmark	Ministry of Economic and Business Affairs	International promotionProduct development initiativesMarket trend analysis
Regional	VisitNordjylland	North Jutland Region	(International) promotionProduct development initiativesTraining and skills development
Inter-local	Destination development organisations:Top of DenmarkBest of Denmark	Groups of adjoining local authorities	(International) promotionProduct development initiativesJoint digital customer services
Local	destination development organisationslocal tourist information bureaus	Local government, communities and enterprises	Information services for visitorsProduct development initiativesSupport of inter-local initiatives
Table 1. Public tourism development bodies operating in North Jutland.

	VisitDenmark​[2]​ is the national tourism development organisation in Denmark. In cooperation with a number of the largest and most influential tourism stakeholders in Denmark the organisation’s primary tasks are to manage the overall international marketing of Denmark, and to formulate and implement strategies for the national tourism development, currently with development of all-year tourism destinations as a major initiative. Other than these tasks VisitDenmark undertakes various tourism research projects and analysis, gathers tourism news and information, develops guidelines for marketing initiatives, and coordinates a variety of tourism stakeholder meetings and networks. The organisation has several overseas offices (e.g. in Scandinavia, Germany, USA, and Japan) that mainly promote Denmark as a tourism destination on the international markets in question. VisitNordjylland​[3]​ is the regional tourism development organisation of North Jutland. It therefore has great knowledge of regional tourism issues and contact with the most important stakeholders in the region. The organisation has close ties with VisitDenmark, and the two organisations cooperate on several task areas. North Jutland has a representative in VisitDenmark’s board of directors, and VisitDenmark likewise has a member in VisitNordjylland’s board of directors, and in the autumn of 2007 the two organisations signed a formal contract define the division of labour between them with regard to marketing, product development, and analysis. Furthermore, VisitNordjylland attempts to extend the strategies and guidelines for its selected ‘all-year’ destinations to the entire region. At the inter-local level two large DMOs, Top of Denmark in the far north and Best of Denmark around Aalborg, have been formed, primarily sponsored by groups of local authorities, and these DMOs have detailed knowledge of the local areas and contact with the local tourism stakeholders. Despite competing for some of the same tourists, the DMOs collaborate on certain issues such as IT and more or less informal sharing of information, realising that there are advantages in offering versatile tourism experiences that are not necessarily confined to the geographical area of responsibility of the individual DMO. Operating at the local level are in some areas like MariagerFjord local DMOs (FKD 2), in other areas local tourism information bureaus, sponsored by local authorities, communities and businesses. The local bureaus maintain contact with local citizens and private tourism stakeholders within the municipality, and their staffs have the highest degree of personal contact with tourists who seek information and advice about tourism products in the vicinity, while in the parts of the region covered by inter-local destinations they frequently contribute to the activities of the latter. The public tourism organisations in North Jutland are surrounded by private stakeholders who provide most of the actual tourism products i.e. accommodation, restaurants, shopping experiences, and various attractions. The largest private tourism stakeholders in terms of economic revenue and number of visitors are a few hotel franchises and MICE tourism providers, and a handful of providers of large attraction such as themeparks. Otherwise, several of the most popular tourism destinations in the region consist of numerous small stakeholders who together produce a rounded and vibrant tourism product, like e.g. the town Skagen in the very north of the region which offers not only galleries, restaurants, and hotels full of patina, but also museums of historical interest and unique natural surroundings, many of which are maintained by public bodies that are not exclusively focused on tourism but also have the interest of local citizens as a central concern. Finally, knowledge institutions like mainly Aalborg University​[4]​ and the Academy of Professional Higher Education (NOEA)​[5]​ also contribute to knowledge dynamics by offering theoretical knowledge and applied advice within tourism-related fields through research and education at the intermediate, the graduate and postgraduate levels, and through participation in tourism-related networks with other stakeholders.
	Overall the main strategic challenge for tourism as an economic activity in North Jutland is the increasing international competition and how to cope with this through joint marketing and product development activities. In a spatially and organisationally fragmented industry the dual problems of localism – especially among public actors competing with neighbouring localities – and short-termism – typically among private actors preferring full use of existing capacity to development of new products – are integrated parts of the working of the industry and hence needs to be addressed if development strategies are to be successful. This is especially the case if these entail what would amount to a shift of business model, e.g. aiming for new markets and/or development of new tourist experiences.

1.1.2 Technical novelties and interactions between players
[I think that referring to ‘technical novelties’ is perhaps a bit narrow, why not e.g. innovation or functional knowledges instead?] Three forms of functional knowledge are central to the tourism TKD in North Jutland – knowledge about marketing, product development, and organisation – and the key stakeholders identified above have different roles in relation to these.
	With regard to marketing, only very large, private and public, actors undertake some form of systematic research into demand patterns in their main markets, while the more passive use of costumer satisfaction surveys is much more widespread. This effectively makes e.g. small tourism SMEs and public museums but also local tourist offices depend on research undertaken by e.g. VisitDenmark or VisitNordjylland, supplemented by their more or less formal interactions with existing visitors, when having to judge their current position and future strategies.
	Knowledge relating to product development has only recently been addressed in a more systematic manner. In practice this meant that the initiative was traditionally left to incremental developments by individual SMEs and localities, that most large-scale initiatives were undertaken by large private firms (e.g. attractions), and that concerted efforts on the level of entire destinations are a fairly recent phenomenon (despite earlier and fairly half-hearted attempts to move in this direction). The increased emphasis on product development has resulted in the mobilisation of hitherto localised knowledge about services and visitor preferences, supported by increasing awareness of what goes on in other destinations across Northern Europe (as tourist experiences are essentially available to paying customers, the degree of transparency of the sector is high and the need for subterfuge industrial-espionage-type activities therefore limited). The current challenge is now to link knowledge about new potential products and services with knowledge about consumer trends in relevant markets.
	Knowledge with regard to organisation has been an important part for the functioning of the TKD for at least two decades, but it is only recently that this has moved to the fore as a precondition for effective use of the two other forms of knowledge. To some extent this is paradoxical because knowledge about organisational issues was a key to the early success of the first and northernmost DMO Top of Denmark in overcoming engrained competition between local tourism offices and stakeholders (see FKD 1 below) – but until recently this was not successfully emulated elsewhere, and it is only in the current regional-level initiative focusing on all-year tourism that an explicit focus on organisational aspects is present.
	Overall the predominant modes of governance in relation to the TKD are the market – visitors as the traditional source of information about customer preferences – and, increasingly in recent years, networks between public and private stakeholders within the tourism sector. Hierarchy as a mode of governance is only central to the minority of stakeholders that are part of e.g. multi-regional firms (e.g. some hotels) while knowledge institutions like e.g. the university mainly play a minor role as providers of high-skilled employees, as sub-contractors in relation to development projects, or as knowledge entrepreneurs in their own right through the initiation of research projects with an applied perspective. Ultimately, of course, changing social conventions about what constitute desirable holiday experiences is a crucial external parameter for what can be achieved in terms of tourism development, but access to these social conventions is obtained through market and network relations as outlined above. Although the issue of gender was rarely commented upon, it is clear that women are particularly prominent, also in senior management positions, in hospitality and accommodation on the one hand, and in local tourist organisations on the other.

1.1.3 Technical interactions and territorial relations
Knowledge is exchanged in many ways in the tourism sector of North Jutland, both directly (e.g. through network meetings) and indirectly (e.g. through student trainees or written material), but a crucial role appears to be played by the many networks tourism stakeholders participate in within and outside the region. 
	The public DMOs frequently interact with both public and private tourism stakeholders within the region, and the organisations function as a ‘glue’ in North Jutland’s tourism sector. They share knowledge and interact with a large proportion of the regional tourism stakeholders, thereby increasing both horizontal and vertical knowledge flows within the region itself and as such contributing to overcome the ingrained localism of e.g. the local tourism information bureaus. At the same time, however, especially the large destinations and the regional-level DMO also have close relationships with VisitDenmark and the organisation’s international near-market offices, and as such they also cultivate extra-regional knowledge interactions in a systematic manner. The stakeholders from the public tourism organisations are key interpreters and distributors of external knowledge and in this sense function as a ‘glue’ that connects the large number of tourism stakeholders in North Jutland across geographies and public-private divisions, especially by arranging stakeholder meetings and networks: new knowledge is contextualised regionally through them, existing regional knowledge is moulded and seen through new perspectives through encounters with mobile knowledge, and because of the ability of public actors to mobilise knowledge about their locality also from private actors, external knowledge about tourism development at especially the national level is also likely to be modified to some extent, creating situations of reciprocal learning and change.
	The geography of the knowledge interactions of private tourism stakeholders tends to reflect the size of the organisations: while small SMEs tend to have predominantly local interactions and many of them to have a more limited involvement with e.g. the local tourism information offices, the larger private organisations have a wider range of non-proximity contacts and are also often more involved with destination-level, regional or national DMOs. The members of franchises – mostly hotel and conference chains – have rich knowledge interactions within their organisations, mostly extra-regional and sometimes international depending on the particular enterprise. In North Jutland, the most central stakeholders from this group do participate in the VisitNordjylland’s networks, but little more than that, as most knowledge, ideas, and educational programmes are kept within the franchises. At the same time it is, however, also likely that there is only limited interaction between regional and mobile knowledges, because franchise members follow relatively strict organisational and functional templates regardless of the regional context, with mobile knowledge only being to some extent contextualised. Compared to this the large privately-owned tourism attractions present a rather different picture. While these stakeholders have limited knowledge interactions with international partners, they are active on the national, regional, and local level, they seem to be proactive in creating their own knowledge exchange and cooperation networks with attractions in other parts of the country, and they openly share their ideas with other stakeholders. Like the public stakeholders, the large attractions can be argued to functions as knowledge junctions where mobile and regional knowledge interacts and integrates, although the perspectives and knowledge forms of the attraction stakeholders are more specialised to suit their objectives and interest areas. Therefore the attraction stakeholders might interpret mobile knowledge in the light of their own (regional) situation, but at the same time extra-regional networking also helps to modify knowledge about their particular field of activity outside the region in processes of interactive learning. In contrast to this, public attractions like museums would still seem to operate mainly within a separate, local and to some extent national, knowledge interactions which establish and maintain an orientation towards local knowledge production being undertaken in the light of national regulation and (international) codes of professional conduct.
	There are many distant knowledge interactions between the knowledge institutions in North Jutland and international tourism stakeholders such as universities and international tourism networks. New knowledge and theories gained from interactions with international partners are, however, often confined within an academic sphere and not readily available for the regional public and private tourism stakeholders, as the knowledge institutions have only few formalised direct relationships with private tourism stakeholders in the region outside the networks of VisitNordjylland. While the knowledge institutions may well be the group of tourism actors with the relatively largest access to knowledge sources and most knowledge sharing with external stakeholders, the anchoring of this external knowledge remains to a large extent in the academic sphere, although, perhaps, till now regional knowledge has been more prone to transform in the light of external theoretical knowledge than vice versa.
	As noted in the previous section, networks between public and private (and indeed private and private, as well as public and public) stakeholders within the tourism sector is an important mode of governance, which entails varying degrees of proximity and distance relations, generally corresponding to the size of the organisation involved. It is, however, also important to stress that distant market-based relations are also important, especially for private providers of tourism services and experiences but also for front-line staff in especially local tourism offices, namely through direct contact with extra-regional, often international, visitors.

1.1.4 Technical novelties and territorial relations
[I think that referring to ‘technical novelties’ is perhaps a bit narrow, why not e.g. innovation or functional knowledges instead?] The territorial patterns of knowledge interactions with regard to the three most important forms of functional knowledge are in a sense both unsurprising and interesting. On the one hand the most extensive distance-oriented interactions are, unsurprisingly, associated with marketing where market intelligence about national and international visitors is of course important, although the design of promotional materials appear to have been mainly undertaken by actors within North Jutland. On the other hand knowledge about product development and organisation has tended to circulate locally and/or within the region, with the important exceptions of franchised private firms, large private attractions (through national networks), and, recently, the regional DMO through its extensive involvement in the all-year tourism product development project of VisitDenmark. Taken together this would seem to suggest a gradual indirect extension of the geographical reach of the knowledge interactions of especially the smaller actors with regard to product development, suggesting the possibility of new inspirations from further away that could, hopefully, be more systematically linked to (more systematic) intelligence about market trends and the experiences offered by competing destinations.


1.2. Regional and other relevant policies

Tourism knowledge dynamics in North Jutland have taken place at the intersection of regional and sectoral policies for economic development which only very recently have been brought together within one political, albeit organisationally still segmented, framework (Halkier 2008).
	Danish tourism policy has traditionally been a rather one-dimensional affair in terms of policy instruments because the main activity was promotion of Denmark or parts thereof to prospective tourists through advertising, distribution of leaflets, and generation of international press coverage (Schultz 1988; Lyck 2003). The promotional efforts were organised in two tiers: at the national level the Danish Tourist Board (later becoming VisitDenmark) was primarily engaged on the international markets, while local efforts, often organised through cooperation between local authorities and voluntary tourist associations, concentrated on servicing tourist already in the local area but also engaged in some promotional efforts. From the late 1980s onwards, however, the void between the local and the national levels was gradually filled by organisations and policies, a change driven both from below and from above but only to a limited extent by the regions themselves (Lyck 2003; Kvistgaard 2006). In some cases private tourist enterprises formed networks focusing on marketing of particular areas, but in most cases destinations partnerships with a wider policy focus – not just promotional activities but also quality improvement of firms and services for tourist – were initiated by local authorities and tourist associations and later financially supported from the national level. Eventually a nation-wide system of regional tourism boards was initiated by central government, which were co-funded by regional (and local government as well as (for particular projects ) private actors within tourism, given responsibility for both promotion of their region to prospective tourists, product innovation and skills development (Feerup 2001). Already in 2002 did the emphasis, however, shift away from a geographical towards a product-oriented approach to innovation in Danish tourism as such, when permanent government funding for the regional boards was phased out and replaced by competitive funding for projects in selected ‘business areas’ such as coastal tourism and business tourism where permanent thematic public-private networks were formed in order to stimulate rethinking in well-worn products like family holidays in rented summerhouses (Hansen et al. 2004). From the 1990s onwards Danish tourism policy did in other words become increasingly complex along all the three dimensions under examination. Public initiatives no longer revolved around expansion or duplication of existing types of activity through promotion, but also came to involve attempts to stimulate modernisation and creativity through financial and organisational support for innovation within firms and destinations. But at the same time the governance of tourism policy seemed to be in a state of constant flux: while the sub-national element was clearly strengthened with the advent of supra-local destinations and the regional tourism boards, the process was also marked by inter-tier rivalry and recurring misgivings of private actors about public funds being ‘wasted’ on speculative creation of new products for which the uptake was inherently uncertain.
	While Danish regional policy also underwent a process of decentralisation from the late 1980s onwards, the extent to which tourism was targeted by programmes and initiatives varied a lot, also in a region like North Jutland where tourism has long been a major area of economic activity. From the early 1990s the most prominent regional policy programme in Denmark was the European Structural Funds, and although tourism-related activities have generally been eligible for support in most programmes operating in the region from the mid-1980s onwards, it was only in a relatively brief period in the late 1990s that tourism was specifically highlighted as a priority area, with measures focusing specifically on product development (modernisation of accommodation, new attractions)(Kvistgaard 2006). As a consequence of a major reform of sub-national government effective as of the beginning of 2007, five new meso-level regions were given statutory responsibility for economic development through partnership bodies, Regional Growth Fora (RGFs), which integrated local, regional, national and European economic development activities, including regional tourism policy, and thus created a new nodal point in the public governance of regional development. Although in terms of political responsibility tourism development has been mainstreamed as an integrated part of regional development policy, in practice responsibility for both strategy development and (less surprisingly) implementation has in effect been delegated to regional tourism boards which tend to be transmuted successors to the organisations operating since the mid-1990s. Moreover, at the same time the new regional tourist boards have become increasingly integrated in a vertical tourism policy network, running from the local/destination level to VisitDenmark at the national level through mutual representation on governing boards as well as joint development and marketing projects, and as such tourism retains its character as a separate field of public intervention. 
	In practice this has meant that in recent decades public policy in relation to tourism has been dominated by two major, and mutually supportive, concerns, namely
	the emphasis on promotion as the main policy instrument, operating through public subsidisation of the marketing efforts at all territorial levels of governance, and
	the gradual erosion of localist fragmentation in this effort through the emergence of well-functioning inter-local destinations (see FKD1 below) and the strengthening of the role of the regional level.
Although product development, especially in the aid of extending the season or all-year tourism, has been on the agenda since the mid-1990s, it is only recently that it has become a, if certain not the, major preoccupation of public policy. The main strategic orientation has in other words been to attract or maintain tourists similar to those that used to dominate in the heydays of North Jutland visitor economy in the early 1990s, i.e. especially German families with children and similar visitors from other close-by markets such as Norway, Sweden and the rest of Denmark. Although this is, of course, perfectly reasonable as a short-term reaction in a situation with stable demand patterns, it would appear to be a more risky course of action in a situation like the current where demand patterns and competition would seem to be in flux in the wake of the rise of e-trade in services and budget airlines (Halkier in print). On the other hand, it is also clear that a major achievement in recent decades, at least in North Jutland, has been the gradual overcoming of localist fragmentation among tourism stakeholders through the building of inter-local destinations and a credible DMO at the regional level, both of which could be seen as prerequisites for a more proactive tourism policy oriented towards product development on the basis of improved market intelligence.


1.3. The North Jutland tourism TKD and research hypotheses

1.3.1 EURODITE research hypothesis
From the perspective of the North Jutland tourism TKD the five most relevant EURODITE hypotheses are the following:
1.	The general characteristics of the region as a user or producer of knowledge influences individual TKDs
2.	Distant knowledge interactions are becoming increasingly important
3.	Combinatorial  knowledge is becoming increasingly important
4.	Local knowledge institutions tend to reinforce existing knowledge dynamics
5.	Regional policies tend to be territorially inward-looking

1. General regional characteristics influence individual TKDs. Even if the notion of general regional characteristics with regard to generation/use of knowledge would seem to be overly simplistic in relation to an economically heterogeneous region like North Jutland, it is clear that the recent change away from traditional heavy industries towards high-tech R&D activities in especially telecommunication (Dalum 1995; Halkier, Therkelsen et al. 2008) would seem to suggest that nowadays the region is a major generator of economically useful knowledge which not only drives economic activities in North Jutland but is also in various ways exported to the outside world, e.g. through international R&D projects and MNE inward investment in development facilities in and around the regional capital of Aalborg and the university. However, the North Jutland tourism TKD would seem to be far more influenced by specific sectoral patterns, with knowledge production having a completely different character (mobilisation of local product knowledge, access to visitor preferences through formal or informal forms of market research) in which the role of knowledge institutions have been limited and the impact of regional tourism knowledge dynamics on extra-regional processes likewise, at least until recently (cf TKD 1).
	2. Distant knowledge interactions are becoming increasingly important. This hypothesis is supported in several ways by the analysis of the North Jutland tourism TKD. On the one hand the geographical reach of the network-based knowledge interactions of individual groups of actors has generally increased, albeit from different starting points (SMEs becoming integrated in inter-local destinations, local museums increase their collaboration, large attractions becoming involved in national networks, the regional DMO working closer with VisitDenmark, knowledge institutions becoming more active in international networks). On the other hand the market-based knowledge interactions with (international) visitors have become increasingly formalised through the recent emphasis on more systematic and in-depths forms of market research.
	3. Combinatorial  knowledge is becoming increasingly important. This hypothesis would also seem to be supported, although in a slightly convoluted way. While it is clear that tourism knowledge dynamics have tended to be cumulative in the sense that tacit knowledge about visitor preferences and product development opportunities tended to dominate, the running of a tourism SME or DMO would still seem to require the bringing together of different forms of functional knowledge. However, in recent decades the combination of
	digitalisation of both promotion and booking,
	increasing emphasis on inter-local/regional collaboration, and
	the recent focus on concerted product development in relation to e.g. all-year tourism
would seem to suggest that just being good at maintaining existing services on the basis of cumulative knowledge is no longer sufficient. In order to survive in the long run stakeholders will need the added abilities to handle new technology, network intensively, and develop new experiences that, taken together, will make North Jutland a more attractive place for tourists.
	4. Local knowledge institutions reinforce existing knowledge dynamics. In the case of the North Jutland tourism TKD the role of knowledge institutions is a fairly limited one, as outlined above, but while of course the training of low-grad service staff tends to reinforce existing ways of doing things, the contribution of high-end institutions like Aalborg University and North Jutland University College with regard to training and research has generally tended to support the shift towards a more explicit focus on product development and more systematic efforts with regard to the analysis of market trends, thereby facilitating the possibilities of bringing about a new tourism development path within the region. Moreover, the inter-/national orientation of the main public knowledge institutions would also seem to facilitate distance knowledge interactions through the supply and mobility of high-level tourism specialists, something which is unlikely to support traditionally path dependencies.
	5. Regional policies tend to be territorially inward-looking. This hypothesis is interesting but difficult to assess in relation to the North Jutland tourism TKD. On the one hand it is clear that tourism policies have tended to focus on building networks within the region, but given the fragmented nature of this particular industry this has actually been an organisational precondition for current progress with e.g. joint product development initiatives, and it would not appear to have kept especially large private actors from pursuing extra-regional knowledge interactions. On the other hand it would also seem to be the case that policies have increasingly become open to extra-regional relations in relation to e.g. product development and innovation, and thus the trend would seem to be to move away from very inward-looking initiatives.

1.3.2 Specific research hypothesis
The two specific research hypotheses that have underpinned research into the North Jutland tourism TKD can be summarised as follows:
1.	Tourism stakeholders in regions (or tourism destinations) appear only to some extent to operate in clusters; i.e. with knowledge dynamics flowing within territorial clusters, as argued in the seminal contribution by Hjalager (2000).
2.	The gap between public and private stakeholders has disrupted knowledge dynamics in the tourism sector of North Jutland, as documented in the analysis of the 1990s by Kvistgaard (2006).
	With regard to ‘clusterness’, it has previously been discussed in the academic literature whether tourism destinations share the same characteristics as industrial clusters (see Hjalager 2000), such as a strong culture of sharing and collaboration, interdependence among stakeholders, rich knowledge interactions within the cluster, but also some degree of isolation from external stakeholders. The tourism sector of North Jutland can be characterised as having many similar features as traditional industrial clusters in the sense that knowledge would seem to flow richly and openly between important stakeholders, and there is a supportive network structure and culture. However, some stakeholders groups seldom generate knowledge or participate in knowledge exchanges; others have strong generation and use of knowledge within their own organisations, some destination networks involve more dense knowledge interactions than others, and some stakeholder groups primarily exchange knowledge with extra-regional partners. Conversely, although local, intra-local and regional knowledge interactions predominate, all but the small/medium sized private stakeholders participate in networked knowledge interactions with external stakeholders – and even private tourism SMEs have frequent international knowledge interactions, albeit of an informal nature, through their dealings with visitors from abroad. This would seem to suggest that although the co-location of many tourist firms/organisations within a destination does not automatically result in cluster-like patterns of interaction, in some cases these could evolve through self-organisation or be furthered through public policy.
	Previous research identified a gap between the public and private tourism stakeholders in North Jutland especially in the 1990s, but even though there are points of disagreement and stakeholders who are dissatisfied with development priorities and allocation of resources (and there will always be with the diverse interests involved at a tourism destination), the current situation does seem to lend little support for claiming the continued existence of such a gap as a major schism disrupting knowledge interactions. On the contrary it would appear that the inter-local destinations and the regional DMO have played a vital role in assembling tourism stakeholders across traditional divisions and create well-functioning networks including both public and private actors as well as the knowledge institutions. 

1.3.3 Assessment of the WP5 methodology
When carrying out the WP5 field work, the emphasis on rich knowledge exchanges and the absence of public-private schisms created a slight suspicion of key actors wanting to paint an overly rosy picture of their mutual dealings. However, the ensuing WP6 case studies both provided additional support but also important modifications, so that when taken together the empirical work undertaken for EURODITE would appear to provide a reasonably reliable picture of knowledge interactions within tourism in North Jutland. It would have been ideal to have the time and resources also to introduce an FKD focusing on tourism SMEs as part of the WP6 work, but fortunately such a project is now under way as part of a newly-launched Ph.D. project.


1.4a. Understanding the related FKD 1: Top of Denmark – From Local Promotion towards Destination Development

1.4a.1. General FKD synthesis and relation to TKD
The FKD studies a knowledge event, the changing of tourism policies associated with the creation and development of an inter-local DMO, Top of Denmark (TOD), which first overcame the engrained localism of small tourist destinations competing against their neighbours, and then gradually extended activities from joint visitor services and marketing to product development initiatives. The overall type of development investigated in this FKD is, in other words, that of the organisation and its operations, i.e. public tourism promotion and development activities. The first part of the study focuses on the knowledge dynamics characterising the emergence of the collaborative partnership network between private and public tourism actors from nine municipalities beginning in the late 1980s, specifically the KD characterising organisational structure and how the actors came to collaborate in the first place. The final part of the study focuses on the knowledge dynamics associated with recent involvement in national and regional tourism policy activities aimed at moving towards all-year tourism through development of the tourist experiences offered by the destination. 
	In order to survive and prosper in an increasingly competitive environment, private and public tourism actors have started to pool not only financial resources but also resources such as time, political influence, management skills, technical skills, and tourism market knowledge in order to create more professional services, marketing activities stretching beyond the immediate geographical area of the destination, and make a host of independent service providers change their offerings in a concerted manner so that the overall product offered by the destination will be able to appeal to new groups of visitors. Unifying the various public and private tourism actors within a decentralised network has given the DMO and its destination a strong market position as one destination instead of a number of (very) small destination due to the actors’ ability to share knowledge and collaborate internally in order to achieve greater marketing clout externally, and, more recently, to be able to engage in more extensive attempts to develop the tourist product offered. In short, had the DMO not succeeded in being perceived as making a difference in terms of making previously competing localities cooperate and gradually extend the scope of collaboration from promotion towards product development in order to maintain or increase the flow of visitors, then the organisation may well have been found superfluous by its political sponsors and consequently risk being terminated.
	Organisationally TOD has overcome localist fragmentation through a decentralised network structure that retained the local heads of tourism as important actors, both as contributors to strategy development and as the privileged contact point to the host of private SMEs providing services for tourists within the destination. External opportunities and demand, such as public sector project funding schemes and the tourists’ demand for more individualised experiences and quality, have impacted on TOD’s gradual strategy development over the last two decades where the organisation has gone from focusing on service optimisation via joint marketing towards product development initiatives as part of an ongoing quest to bring more tourists to the destination and, recently, to enhance the concept of prolonging the tourism season to that of developing all-year tourism. A more proactive central role in coordinated product development is perhaps the best indication of the changing scope of the DMO’s operations: there still is an extensive local involvement of not only traditional tourism actors but also non-traditional tourism actors where the DMO network maintains a central role as external knowledge link for local SMEs. Outside the DMO network itself, regional knowledge links are also strong and steadily evolving, something that has been strongly influenced by external public policies which have co-funded first service development and then acquisition of market intelligence, and lately in return required TOD to act as a regional and extra-regional knowledge source and facilitator for other DMOs.
	The main functional types of knowledge shifts between the two main phases: in the emergence phase focus was on mobilising tacit knowledge about local products in order to use it for promoting the destination as a whole, while in the redevelopment phase systematic gathering of external market intelligence has been crucial in the early stages, also as input to product development initiatives involving actors traditionally seen as being outside the tourist industry (e.g. food producers). This would seem to imply a shift from synthetic (product) knowledge in direction of symbolic knowledge (what experiences are sought by prospective visitors), but at the same time also a shift from examination (how could our products be made more visible) towards a more exploratory approach (which trends are out there which we may be able to exploit at a later point in time).
	The knowledge dynamics involved in the emergence and redevelopment of TOD would seem to reflect the shifting strategies of the organisation. In the emergence phase internal knowledge production dominated through the mobilisation of local knowledges for destination-wide purposes, but this was only achieved on the basis of the reflexive use of existing (poor) experiences with centralised DMOs elsewhere in Denmark which lead to the adoption of a decentralised network organisation. Conversely, in the initial stages of the redevelopment phase external knowledge interactions conducted mainly by the TOD administrative core have been crucial, leading to the input of knowledge about potential markets produced by private consultants – at the price of having to share existing TOD experience with other DMOs within the region and the national all-year tourism project. The emergence phase could in other words be seen as being primarily an internal mobilisation of product knowledge within an organisational framework developed through the interaction of internal and external organisational experience. In contrast to this, the redevelopment phase would seem to be characterised by organisational stability which is used to acquire knowledge about external market trends which will subsequently inform new product development initiatives. In short, a shift from a primarily producer-oriented towards a more market-oriented approach to tourism development which has resulted in parallel changes in the patterns of use and production of knowledges necessary for strategy development and implementation.

1.4a.2. Confrontation to EURODITE research hypotheses
All in all FKD 1 is clearly in line with the general TKD trends noted above, in the sense that over time systematic use of distance knowledge interactions have increased, as has the role of combinatorial knowledge. It is, however, also clear that even though the focus of the knowledge event on policy innovation – the overcoming of localism and short-termism that traditionally has sustained the path dependency of tourism in North Jutland in terms of customers and experiences – in practice organisational knowledge proved to be central because it informed the decentralised design of the networked DMO. And although this design was inspired by (negative) examples elsewhere in Denmark, essentially it appears to have been produced locally, reflecting local concerns about the need for territorial balance within the destination and, indeed, the competences available among the local heads of tourism that formed and still forms the backbone of the networked DMO. While it could be argued that TOD in many ways was, indeed probably had to be, rather inward-looking in organisational terms in its early years of existence, the current emphasis is now on more intensive interactions with other Danish DMOs, albeit perhaps mainly for the pragmatic reason that this has been made a requirement for getting access to additional resources through participation in the recent national project regarding all-year tourism.

1.4b. Understanding the related FKD 2: Destination MariagerFjord – Developing All-year Tourism

1.4b.1. General FKD synthesis and relation to TKD
The FKD studies the knowledge processes taking place around a project aiming to promote all-year tourism in the Mariagerfjord municipality. In some respects it resembles FKD 1 in the sense that the starting point also involved a situation with rivalry between neighbouring local destinations and only fragmented and incremental examples of product development – and thus in order to succeed the project would have to overcome both localism and short-termism. Some important aspects are, however, also different:
	While TOD was a voluntary creation driven by key tourism stakeholders, developments in Mariagerfjord would also appear to have been driven by a political impetus to create a high-profile joint project which would help to raise the profile of the new Mariagerfjord municipality that had recently been created through the merger of four small municipalities.
	The relative importance of tourism varied in the new municipality, from very important along the east coast to fairly limited importance in the western parts, thereby creating inherent tensions about the aims and methods in tourism development.
	The smaller size of Mariagerfjord compared to TOD meant that the human resources needed to implement the new initiatives would be more limited.
	Both the time lines and the specific activities of the all-year project were greatly influenced by external actors, the national and regional tourism organisations respectively, making it more difficult to develop and maintain local ownership to the process and the gradual building of trust between stakeholders that used to perceive each other as competitors rather than partners.
	The higher-level DMOs, VisitDenmark and VisitNordjylland, that initiated the all-year project would appear to have different priorities at least in the short term, with the former focusing on product development and the latter focusing especially on the organisational preconditions for this.
	In terms of knowledge processes tacit symbolic knowledge held a central position in the knowledge event, particularly in the first two phases of the event, whereas the third phase to a higher degree was characterised by codified (and to a larger extent synthetic organisational) knowledge being transferred and generated through local workshops and regionally and nationally held seminars. This difference between tacit and codified knowledge across the different phases of the knowledge event is, perhaps unsurprisingly, parallel to the use and generation of knowledge in the different phases, in that the phases with an emphasis on tacit knowledge involves first use and then mobilisation of fragmented local knowledges but very limited generation of knowledge, whereas the phase with the highest level of codified knowledge, the initial project phase, has been characterised by a fairly high degree of generation of knowledge. All in all, both the use and generation of knowledge clearly intensifies through the three phases of the knowledge event, but knowledge processes remain of a mainly explorative character (because exploitation both of organisational and product development knowledge has not yet started in earnest). In terms of spatial dynamics, a development has taken place from relying heavily on very locally situated knowledge to incorporating significantly more knowledge from outside the destination through workshops with external consultants and various external seminars. Hence knowledge from external sources has poured into the destination in order to accomplish the task of firstly creating a destination management organisation and, presumably in a not too distant future, achieving a more economically viable, seasonally extended tourism trade. Finally, with regard to mobility and anchoring of knowledge, only in the application phase does external knowledge start to play a significant role as external rules and experiences are interpreted in order to make the strongest possible application. In the third phase, however, knowledge is more mobile beyond the borders of the destination due to participation in and contribution to regional seminars as well as to the regionally-based manual for destination management, but still the main production of knowledge would appear to be external (by private KIBS) and the use made of this knowledge within the destination remains uncertain at the time of writing.
	The knowledge dynamics of the all-year tourism project in Mariagerfjord would seem to reflect the shifting position with regard to destination-wide cooperation, from the failed attempts in the pre-project phase which engendered distrust between localities around the fjord along an east-west axis with Øster Hurup and Hobro at the extremes. Then followed the brief application phase which saw the coming together of a small band of stakeholders who managed, with the assistance of an external consultant, to produce a competitive application by mobilising and combining local product knowledges. Having been awarded the second prize of “learning destination” in VDK’s national programme, Mariagerfjord was enrolled in the organisationally-oriented regional VNJ project, something that tested the patience of some stakeholders as a deviation from the reasonably successful application process with its focus on plans for concrete change and development of the destination. 
	All in all the knowledge dynamics associated with the all-year tourism project in MariagerFjord would appear to have been greatly influenced by factors external to the tourism trade within the destination: VDK criteria for participation in the project, the VNJ strategy for extending the project throughout the region, and local political pressures to succeed fast and in a visible way in order to demonstrate the viability of the newly-merged local authority. Although both organisational and strategy development would obviously be required if DMF should be able to prolong the season, the relatively compressed timeframe under which this has been attempted may prove to be counterproductive in the sense that great expectations have been raised in and around the tourism trade within the destination, while building of trust – and indeed achieving constructive synergy between different knowledge types – is often a time-consuming long-term process.

1.4b.2. Confrontation to EURODITE research hypotheses
All in all FKD 2 would seem to be generally in line with the findings concerning the North Jutland tourism TKD, especially regarding the increasing importance of distance knowledge interactions (albeit still mainly within the region) and the growing role of combinatorial knowledge (albeit mainly as a demand imposed by external network partners). Interestingly, the importance of external networks and incentives to strengthen collaboration between tourism stakeholders within the newly-merged municipality would also seem to have increased the role of KIBS in the process, both as hired-in producers of the application to become part of the national all-year tourism programme and as facilitators with respect to DMO development in the context of the corresponding regional initiative.


1.4c. Understanding the related FKD 3: Regionalising Culture - The Journey of the North Jutland Museums

1.4c.1. General FKD synthesis and relation to TKD
The overall type of development investigated in this FKD is that of the organisation and its operations, i.e. public museums joining forces in a regional development project in order to make their cultural treasures visible and accessible to a new and greater audience by means of a common website, leaflets and other means that would increase the reach of the museums to more IT-literate audiences and to people visiting or living in the region. In relation to the North Jutland tourism TKD it thus concerns an attempt to mobilise additional cultural resources within the region and make use of them for purposes that are different from those traditionally associated with museums such as preservation and interpretation of cultural heritage for the benefit of local residents, namely the expansion of the visitor economy through provision of new experiences.
	The project was initiated by the North Jutland region for a variety of reasons. On the one hand the small/medium sized and locally based museums not just in North Jutland, but in Denmark in general, had been criticised both for their minimalist capacity with regard to ICT-based communication with actual and potential visitors, and for their declining visitor numbers, and new legislation had been passed with a greater emphasis on taking the museums closer to new groups of users so that museums become an integrated part of the new experience economy. On the other hand in Denmark the existence of the regional level of governance was politically threatened after the turn of the century, and this produced a general drive towards making the regional level visible and relevant to the general public. The driving force behind the project was, in other words, not just about modernising the profile of the museums or growing the visitor economy, but also at least to some extent about making the regional level visible in a positive way vis-à-vis the local and national level in order to ensure its long-term future.
	For the museums participating in the project, its significance was partly to access additional funding to enable them to establish a more professional presence on the web, partly to engage in professional networking with organisations which had traditionally only to a limited extent been seen as potential collaborators in communication of the cultural history of the region. But as project funding for most of the participating organisations was marginal compared to their basic budgets, the real significance of project participation – apart from the creation of new networking opportunities – would appear to be political, i.e. the need to be seen to participate in the project – because being left outside would risk leaving the organisation exposed in case public sponsors should need to prioritise between various areas of cultural expenditure. From the perspective of the museums this made project participation a marginal, but politically unavoidable, activity, and hence their willingness to engage in networking and joint product development activities will have been influenced not just by the fact that they had originally committed themselves to participate, but also by an ongoing evaluation of the political necessity to be seen to be involved and their own professional judgements about what the role of museums in society should be and how this could best be pursued.
	Ultimately the knowledge event at the heart of the FKD, namely an attempt to change the business model of cultural museums within a region to a more experience-oriented and technology-based one through region-wide networking, was, at best, only partly successful. Although a more general national backdrop of dissatisfaction with visitor numbers and traditional low-tech communication was clearly evident, during the course of the project the majority of knowledge transactions involved in the project were regional or local. The project mobilised and regionalised traditional forms of symbolic knowledge embedded in local museums and combined it with new forms of symbolic knowledge about communication and synthetic knowledge about ICT in order to achieve its goals; all these knowledges were largely present in the region throughout the lifespan of the project, and hence anchoring of extra-regional knowledge was not a central part of the process. Interestingly, however, although the immediate effect with regard to ICT directly associated with the joint website was clearly less successful, the ensuing drive among the museums towards increased use of ICT and more collaborative ventures can at least to some extent be seen as positive spill-over effects from the regionally initiated project that eventually failed. The issue of ownership of the joint activities did, however, refuse to go away, perhaps because of the uneven capabilities of the partners, the relatively brief project period, and also due to some lack of enthusiasm for the overall project among for the museums and their specialist staff, despite its impressive setup and focus on integrating the museums into the regional experience economy.

1.4c.2. Confrontation to EURODITE research hypotheses
All in all FKD 3 would seem to reflect similar trends as those identified with regard to the North Jutland tourism TKD, albeit in somewhat different ways due to the embedding of the knowledge event in a network of public visitor attractions (rather than the public-private DMO networks which provided the setting for the two first FKDs). Both the extended geographical reach of knowledge interactions (albeit mainly at a inter-local or regional level) and the increased emphasis on combinatorial knowledge (albeit mainly visible as an external demand) are clearly present, but at the same time it would appear that surprisingly little attention has been paid to the organisational aspects of the process, and, like was the case in FKD 2, a top-down network formation in response to external incentives would also here appear to be an important part of the explanation for the rapid demise of the project once the original sources of funding had dried out. Taken together this would seem to suggest that extending the North Jutland tourism TKD to include new areas of experience production may be difficult if the different ‘sectoral’ knowledge dynamics – e.g. public-service cultural heritage preservation vs. commercial visitor economy – are not addressed effectively, both at network level and in the individual organisations involved.


SECTION 2. POSSIBLE FUTURE STAKES ABOUT THE TKD IN THEIR (REGIONAL AND BROADER) CONTEXT

2.1. The observed KDs and the regional context
On the basis of the tourism TKD and FKDs studied in North Jutland, it can be concluded that the regional level both is and is not a relevant level of observation and policy intervention with regard to tourism development. 
	On the one hand it is obvious that the character of the various touristic activities does not change dramatically according to administrative borders, neither before nor after the 2007 local government reform. The dominant forms of seaside holidays, city breaks, and business tourism are much the same in other Danish regions, and in terms of economic geography this of course makes the regions an artificial and arbitrary unit, both in terms of data gathering in order to understand trends in incoming tourism, and as a starting point for public policy. From this perspective, in some parallel universe where policy making was a rational activity bringing technocratic solutions to social problems, tourism development should be designed either by the national level or by networks of local municipalities experiencing similar challenges with regard to their visitor economy.
	However, in the current universe where policy-making is a political process which also reflects existing governance structures and identities, it is, on the other hand, equally clear that the major challenge of especially Danish leisure tourism, based as it is on attracting self-organised groups of visitors, has been and to a large extent still is the fragmented nature of the industry, dominated by a host of small private and public providers of services and visitor experiences, because this is accompanied by localism in terms of geographically very narrow networks of collaboration, most often revolving around local tourist information offices sponsored by public and private actors in the vicinity. In this situation the regional level can play an important role as instigator of change in tourism, by being sufficiently far removed from individual localities and firms to see ‘the bigger picture’ but at the same time sufficiently close to understand the processes going on and to influence local actors, either through regional initiatives or by prompting local actors to establish their own networks in order to avoid regional intervention. In addition to this generic argument, reminiscent of similar general arguments made for the role of regions in economic development by e.g. Cooke & Morgan (1993; 1998), specific Danish circumstances at the current point in time, namely the compulsory role of the newly created regions in economic development and its particular emphasis on innovation, also point in the direction of the usefulness of regional-level intervention, especially in a situation where increasing competition from new destinations across Europe has made product development and rethinking of the existing experience offer paramount in order to avoid serious contraction of the contribution of leisure tourism to the Danish economy, because this is likely to push innovation to the forefront of the tourism policy agenda rather than promotion of existing offers.


2.2. The KDs and sectoral dynamics
The above argument is premised on the fairly uncontroversial claim that the competitive pressures faced by most destination in Europe have increased with the enlargement of EU, the meteoric rise of budget airlines, and the widespread use of digital forms of communication and trade also in tourism-related services (Halkier in print). From this perspective the knowledge processes observed through the North Jutland tourism TKD and its associated FKDs are clearly in line with the sectoral dynamics associated with destination-based tourism where individual travel groups construct their own tourist experiences through selective use of services and attractions in and around a particular locality, namely the importance of publicly sponsored networks in bringing together, maintaining, and communicating the experiences offered by the destination to potential visitors. Unsurprisingly, however, this does not mean that any form of public intervention will be successful, and as illustrated by the three FKDs the manners in which networks between tourism stakeholders are established, maintained and developed can make a huge difference to whether or not they are able to achieve the aims of their sponsors.


2.3. The relations to other places, geographical scale and a mobile world
As a socio-economic activity, tourism in North Jutland is inherently multi-scalar and gradually becoming even more so. Firstly, visitors especially from north-western Europe and from the rest of Denmark use the region for mainly recreational purposes, and thus activities are intrinsically intertwined with international development in visitor preferences and the perceived attractiveness of alternative destinations, including parameters such as experience offers, accessibility, and price. In practice this means that the increased mobility of potential tourists gradually erode the path dependency of relying on existing close-by markets which had the advantage of mutual recognition – both tourist and destinations knew what to expect when a German family group rented a summer house for two weeks at the North See coast – but these certainties can no longer be relied upon to the same extent as before. Secondly, the production and communication of holiday experiences increasingly takes place in a multi-level governance setting stretching from local tourism information offices, via inter-local destinations and regional DMOs, to national tourism development organisations like VisitDenmark, and as such there is no longer one particular geographical scale that can be seen as the privileged level of governance. Clearly, the national policy framework is still important both in terms of international promotion and general regulation (e.g. taxation, education, etc.), but even in the wake of the recent stagnation in the number of visitors in North Jutland, the claim that this is due to the metropolitan bias of the Copenhagen-based national tourist organisation is difficult to substantiate. Thirdly, in terms of mobility and anchoring it is clear that anchoring of external knowledge in institutions within North Jutland has not been a problem, neither in the early days of the 1990s nor in recent years, and this suggests that the capacity of local organisations in terms of identifying, acquiring, and adapting knowledge from extra-regional sources is adequate. Conversely, it is only recently that tourism stakeholders in North Jutland have started to have a systematic and proactive impact in relation to knowledge developments outside the region, presumably because they have been more than busy with turning things around in their own part of the world, but also because many of the partners originally involved in distant knowledge interactions would seem to be of a fairly routine-oriented character (e.g. subcontracting KIBS doing market research) and it is only recently that more formalised and interactive networks with e.g. other Danish DMOs have been created.


2.4. Discussion on benchmarks provided by the WP4
Although in many respects the bundling together of Denmark as one region instead of the usual five/six regional entities could be problematic, the fact that the regional case study is situated in the region of North Jutland may appear to make this less of a problem because the region contains both an urban core and rural areas/peripheries. In practice, however, the region has a dependence on tourism that is clearly above the national average (ECON Analyse 2006), so for this particular sector, regional break-downs would have been particularly useful. In practice the issue of geographical aggregation is, however, completely overshadowed by the sectoral characteristics of tourism as an area of economic activity which essentially means that many of the indicators used in the regional index are of, at best, limited or indirect relevance. This section therefore proceeds in two steps: first a brief discussion about the possible relevance of particular indicators is undertaken, and then a number of sector-specific indicators are suggested that would be great to have access to – but of course at the moment are not readily available and in practice also difficult to produce.
	The indicators on science and technology will be of limited relevance for the North Jutland TKD in the sense that it is well-established that product development in tourism, not just in SMEs but also among large attractions and tour operators, is largely incremental, rarely involves specialist staff except through the use of more or less specialised KIBS with regard to e.g. provision of market intelligence. It is noticeable from the WP4 figures that the private-sector share of R&D is relatively high in Denmark, and one could speculate that this would make it easier to engage private tourism businesses in development activities because knowledge would not have to transcend the public-private divide but could simply be bought in from external providers or through short-term employment of employees with relevant competences, provided that tourist firms would follow the more general pattern of Danish firms. The limited evidence available from in-depth case-studies of similar tourist destinations elsewhere in Denmark does, however, not point in this direction but instead stresses the limited use of external advice by tourism SMEs.
	With regard to education, the tourism sector in Denmark has been prone to thinking of itself as having a low-competence, low-status image that is also affected by the till now highly seasonal nature of especially leisure tourism (Hjalager 2007). Although Denmark score high on the education indices in general, compared to other north-western European countries it is only recently that high-level tourism education has expanded in earnest, and most employees with a BA or MA within this area of economic activity will therefore have generalist degrees (in e.g. business, cultural studies, languages) and operate in a labour market that extends well beyond tourism and experience-economy activities.
	Finally, with regard economic performance, the relative wealth of Denmark makes it one of the countries in Europe where the largest share of GDP is spent on international tourism, and to some extent the domestic industry also benefits in the sense that some holidays are taken locally, and currently Danish nationals account for more than half of tourists visiting North Jutland. Relatively low levels of unemployment coupled with the flexicurity approach to labour market regulation (easy to hire/fire, high benefits, quick circulation of labour)(Madsen 2008) do, however, imply that the propensity to establish new businesses even in an area where entry barriers are relatively low would not appear to be driven by labour market difficulties, even in a region like North Jutland which has had higher-than-average levels of unemployment for decades, especially in the peripheral coastal areas where leisure tourism is concentrated geographically.
	In terms of indicators, in Europe the notion of tourism satellite accounts has gradually been implemented (Jensen 2007), giving a clearer picture of the economic importance of touristic activities in particular localities, and at the same time statistics concerning available accommodation is also reasonably standardised. In combination these can give an impression of the relationship between supply and demand with regard to touristic services and identify high- and low-spending forms of tourism, but the weak point remains the relation with knowledge processes where relevant data would seem to presuppose survey techniques because of the incremental nature of most innovations in the sector.


2.5. Suggested adaptations of regional policy
From the perspective of tourism development, the current semi-integration within mainstream regional policy in Denmark would seem to be a sensible compromise between sectoral and regional concerns in terms of governance. With regard to aims and methods, current tourism policies tend to emphasise promotion rather than product development and to be under-researched both in terms of knowledge of potential demand and with regard to interaction between public and private stakeholders, resulting in (mostly conservative) gut-feelings about demand and supply are competing with the latest consultancy buzzwords in informing strategy development. Moreover, the full benefits of the integration of tourism into mainstream regional business development remain to be reaped, with the element of advisory services for tourism businesses still being relatively weakly developed compared to those targeting manufacturing firms. Within the wider field of Danish regional policy two of the major constraints of the current regulatory set-ups also spill over into the field of tourism development, namely the absence of financial subsidies to individual firms as a policy instrument (gradually phased out since the early 1990s) and the near-exclusive reliance on, albeit finely disaggregated, quantitative statistical data at the expense of more qualitative forms of research into the development of firms and localities.


2.6. Synthetic findings about gender issues
Although the issue of gender was rarely seen as central by interviewees, it is clear that women are particularly prominent, also in senior management positions, in hospitality and accommodation on the one hand, and in local tourist organisations on the other, and less well represented in higher-level tourism development bodies and regional policy fora more generally. While the (traditional gender role) origins of this are obvious, the consequences would appear to be less certain. It is, for instance, only very recently that the importance of gender in decision-making processes among leisure tourists was introduced as a crucial aspect informing the marketing of Denmark in general and the coastal areas in particular (Gram and Therkelsen 2003). On the other hand at least in FKD 1 a central characteristic of the networked DMO was the well-functioning interaction between the (primarily female) local heads of tourism and the (primarily male) managers at destination level, suggesting that gender difference has not been getting in the way of knowledge flows. If the three FKDs had been focusing more on e.g. tourism SMEs and entrepreneurship or private attractions, perhaps it would have been possible to draw less trivial conclusions, but as the FKDs were selected for reasons other than gender relevance, their contribution in this respect is rather limited.


SECTION 3. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS
[I confess to being somewhat puzzled by this particular section, because the guidelines would seem to request repetition of points made in previous sections (1.3, 2.3 and 2.5 in particular)]

3.1. Combinatorial versus cumulative KDs, territorial relations, mobility and anchoring
The tourism KDs studied in North Jutland would seem to suggest a rapidly increasing role for more combinatorial forms of knowledge. While it is clear that tourism knowledge dynamics have tended to be cumulative in the sense that tacit knowledge about visitor preferences and product development opportunities tended to dominate, the running of a tourism SME or DMO would still seem to require the bringing together of different forms of functional knowledge. However, in recent decades the combination of
	digitalisation of both promotion and booking,
	increasing emphasis on inter-local/regional collaboration, and
	the recent focus on concerted product development in relation to e.g. all-year tourism
would seem to suggest that just being good at maintaining existing services on the basis of cumulative knowledge is no longer sufficient. In order to survive in the long run stakeholders will need the added abilities to handle new technology, network intensively, and develop new experiences that, taken together, will make North Jutland a more attractive place for tourists.
	At the same time it is also clear that distant knowledge interactions are becoming increasingly important. On the one hand the geographical reach of the network-based knowledge interactions of individual groups of actors has generally increased, albeit from different starting points (SMEs becoming integrated in inter-local destinations, local museums increase their collaboration, large attractions becoming involved in national networks, the regional DMO working closer with VisitDenmark, knowledge institutions becoming more active in international networks). On the other hand the market-based knowledge interactions with (international) visitors have become increasingly formalised through the recent emphasis on more systematic and in-depths forms of market research.
	With regard to mobility and anchoring the general picture suggests that contextualisation of external knowledge remains important, but that in some limited areas distance knowledge interactions have also  begun to have important consequences outside the North Jutland tourism KDs, e.g. in relation to DMO organisation and practices in the context of the national all-year tourism project.


3.2. Confrontation to existing theories
It has previously been discussed in the academic literature whether tourism destinations share the same characteristics as industrial clusters, such as a strong culture of sharing and collaboration, interdependence among stakeholders, rich knowledge interactions within the cluster, but also some degree of isolation from external stakeholders (see Halkier in print). The tourism sector of North Jutland can be characterised as having many similar features as traditional industrial clusters in the sense that knowledge would seem to flow richly and openly between important stakeholders, and there is a supportive network structure and culture. However, some stakeholders groups seldom generate knowledge or participate in knowledge exchanges; others have strong generation and use of knowledge within their own organisations, some destination networks involve more dense knowledge interactions than others, and some stakeholder groups primarily exchange knowledge with extra-regional partners. Conversely, although local, intra-local and regional knowledge interactions predominate, all but the small/medium sized private stakeholders participate in networked knowledge interactions with external stakeholders – and even private tourism SMEs have frequent international knowledge interactions, albeit of an informal nature, through their dealings with visitors from abroad. This would seem to suggest that although the co-location of many tourist firms/organisations within a destination does not automatically result in cluster-like patterns of interaction, although of course in some cases these could evolve through self-organisation or by furthered through public policy.


3.3. Specific conclusions for the region
From the perspective of tourism development, the current semi-integration within mainstream regional policy in Denmark would seem to be a sensible compromise between sectoral and regional concerns in terms of governance. With regard to aims and methods, current tourism policies tend to emphasise promotion rather than product development and to be under-researched both in terms of knowledge of potential demand and with regard to interaction between public and private stakeholders, resulting in (mostly conservative) gut-feelings about demand and supply are competing with the latest consultancy buzzwords in informing strategy development. Moreover, the full benefits of integration into mainstream regional business development remain to be reaped, with the element of advisory services for tourism businesses still being relatively weakly developed. The key challenge with regard to regional development and knowledge processes in North Jutland would in other words seem to be a dual one, namely to develop a better understanding of both the stakeholders offering tourist experiences – the motives of individual actors, the drivers of networking processes, the relationships to adjoining areas of socio-economic activity – and potential (international) visitors and their motives to travel and to consider North Jutland as a possible location in which to spend time for pleasure or business.


References

Berg Schmidt, P. and H. Halkier (2008). Viden i nordjysk turisme. Aalborg, CRU, Aalborg Universitet.Cooke, P. and K. Morgan (1993). "The Network Paradigm: New Departures in Corporate and Regional Development." Environment & Planning D 11: 543-64.Cooke, P. and K. Morgan (1998). The Associational Economy. Oxford, Oxford UP.Dalum, B. (1995). "Local and Global Linkages: The Telecommunications Cluster in Northern Denmark." Journal of Industry Studies 2: 89-109.ECON Analyse (2006). Oplevelseserhvervene og deres geografi - Afgrænsning og måling af vækst og vækstbetingelser. København, Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen.Feerup, N. (2001). Bredt samarbejde i dansk turisme - En præsentation of de regionale turismeselskaber. Bornholm.Gram, M. and A. Therkelsen (2003). Børnefamilieferie. En kvalitativ undersøgelse af tyske og danske børnefamiliers idealer for og beslutninger om ferie med særlig fokus på Danmark som ferieland. Copenhagen, VisitDenmark.Halkier, H. (2008). Regional Development Policies and Structural Reform in Denmark. From Policy Segmentation towards Strategic Synergy? Towards New Nordic Regionalism. Politics, Administration and Regional Development. O. Bukve, H. Halkier and P. d. Souza. Aalborg, Aalborg University Press: 201-25.Halkier, H. (in print). Tourism Knowledge Dynamics. Platforms of Innovation: Dynamics of New Industrial Knowledge Flows. P. Cooke, C. d. Laurentis, C. Collinge and S. MacNeill. London, Edward Elgar.Halkier, H., A. Therkelsen, et al. (2008). Turisme i Nordjylland - Status og fremtidsmuligheder. Hvad skal Nordjylland leve af? J. L. Christensen. Aalborg, CRU, Aalborg Universitet.Hall, C. M. (2008). Tourism Planning: Policies, Processes and Relationships. Second Edition. Harlow, Pearson Prentice Hall.Hansen, E., P. Kvistgaard, et al. (2004). Midtvejsevaluering af turismealliancer og spydspidsprojekter. København, Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen.Hjalager, A.-M. (2000). "Tourism Destinations and the Concept of Industrial Districts." Tourism and Hospitality Research 2(3): 199-213.Hjalager, A.-M. (2007). Turismens arbejdsmarked. Grundbog i Turisme. A. Sørensen. København, Frydenlund: 159-71.Hjalager, A.-M. and S. Jensen (2001). "Nordjylland - en turismeregion i Danmark." Nordregio Working Paper(2001:11): 47-70.Jensen, S. (2007). Metoder til at beregne turismens økonomiske betydning. Grundbog i Turisme. A. Sørensen. København, Frydenlund.Kvistgaard, P. (2006). Problemer og magt i regional turismepolicy. Aalborg, Aalborg Universitetsforlag.Lyck, L. (2003). Turismeudvikling og attraktioner i et strategisk perspektiv. København, Nyt fra Samfundsvidenskaberne.Madsen, P. K. (2008). Flexicurity in Denmark: A Model for Labor Market Reforms in the EU? Growth versus Security: Old and New EU Members Quest for a New Economic and Social Model. W. Bienkowski, J. C. Brada and M.-J. Radlo. Basingstoke, Macmillan: 33-53.Schultz, H. J. (1988). Dansk Turisme i 100 År, 1888-1988. København, Danmarks Turistr†d.VisitNordjylland.dk (2007). Vision 2020. Visions- og strategiprocess for nordjysk turisme. Tilstandsrapport. Åbybro, VisitNordjylland.dk.
Cooke, P. and K. Morgan (1993). "The Network Paradigm: New Departures in Corporate and Regional Development." Environment & Planning D 11: 543-64.
Cooke, P. and K. Morgan (1998). The Associational Economy. Oxford, Oxford UP.
Dalum, B. (1995). "Local and Global Linkages: The Telecommunications Cluster in Northern Denmark." Journal of Industry Studies 2: 89-109.
ECON Analyse (2006). Oplevelseserhvervene og deres geografi - Afgrænsning og måling af vækst og vækstbetingelser. København, Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen.
Feerup, N. (2001). Bredt samarbejde i dansk turisme - En præsentation of de regionale turismeselskaber. Bornholm.
Gram, M. and A. Therkelsen (2003). Børnefamilieferie. En kvalitativ undersøgelse af tyske og danske børnefamiliers idealer for og beslutninger om ferie med særlig fokus på Danmark som ferieland. Copenhagen, VisitDenmark.
Halkier, H. (2008). Regional Development Policies and Structural Reform in Denmark. From Policy Segmentation towards Strategic Synergy? Towards New Nordic Regionalism. Politics, Administration and Regional Development. O. Bukve, H. Halkier and P. d. Souza. Aalborg, Aalborg University Press: 201-25.
Halkier, H. (in print). Tourism Knowledge Dynamics. Platforms of Innovation: Dynamics of New Industrial Knowledge Flows. P. Cooke, C. d. Laurentis, C. Collinge and S. MacNeill. London, Edward Elgar.
Halkier, H., A. Therkelsen, et al. (2008). Turisme i Nordjylland - Status og fremtidsmuligheder. Hvad skal Nordjylland leve af? J. L. Christensen. Aalborg, CRU, Aalborg Universitet.
Hall, C. M. (2008). Tourism Planning: Policies, Processes and Relationships. Second Edition. Harlow, Pearson Prentice Hall.
Hansen, E., P. Kvistgaard, et al. (2004). Midtvejsevaluering af turismealliancer og spydspidsprojekter. København, Erhvervs- og Byggestyrelsen.
Hjalager, A.-M. (2000). "Tourism Destinations and the Concept of Industrial Districts." Tourism and Hospitality Research 2(3): 199-213.
Hjalager, A.-M. (2007). Turismens arbejdsmarked. Grundbog i Turisme. A. Sørensen. København, Frydenlund: 159-71.
Hjalager, A.-M. and S. Jensen (2001). "Nordjylland - en turismeregion i Danmark." Nordregio Working Paper(2001:11): 47-70.
Jensen, S. (2007). Metoder til at beregne turismens økonomiske betydning. Grundbog i Turisme. A. Sørensen. København, Frydenlund.
Kvistgaard, P. (2006). Problemer og magt i regional turismepolicy. Aalborg, Aalborg Universitetsforlag.
Lyck, L. (2003). Turismeudvikling og attraktioner i et strategisk perspektiv. København, Nyt fra Samfundsvidenskaberne.
Madsen, P. K. (2008). Flexicurity in Denmark: A Model for Labor Market Reforms in the EU? Growth versus Security: Old and New EU Members Quest for a New Economic and Social Model. W. Bienkowski, J. C. Brada and M.-J. Radlo. Basingstoke, Macmillan: 33-53.
Schultz, H. J. (1988). Dansk Turisme i 100 År, 1888-1988. København, Danmarks Turistr†d.
VisitNordjylland.dk (2007). Vision 2020. Visions- og strategiprocess for nordjysk turisme. Tilstandsrapport. Åbybro, VisitNordjylland.dk.









































































15



30



^1	  MICE tourism stands for Meetings, Incentives, Conferences, and Exhibitions.
^2	  See www.visitdenmark.com
^3	  See www.visitnordjylland.dk
^4	  See www.aau.dk
^5	  See www.noea.dk
